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ABSTRACT

A study investigated whether pupil control ideology
of teachers differentially affected their operational behavior ip thke
classroom. Eiementary school teachers empleved in & suburban St.
Louis district (N=260) responded to the Pupil Control Ideology Furn
(PCI). Prom this group 20 were selected to comprise two experimental
groups: those with highest scores (custodial) and those with lowest
(Fumanistic) . Flanders' interaction analysis was then used to
classify the classwoom verbal irteraction of each t2acher in the two
grcups during each of three 20-minute observation periods. Data was
analyzed by utilizing the test of significance of a difference
between proporticns, z to test three null hypothes2s. There was no
significant difference between the proportions of indirect verkbal
behavior, of direct verbal behavior, or of student verbal behavior.
dowever, the humanistic and custodial Ss in this study differed in
the frequerncy cf use of verbal behaviors categorized as 1) accepting
and develcping student jdeas; 2) lecturing, jiving facts or ovinions;
and 3) stulent-initiated verbal behaviors. In each case, the
humanistic group of teachers utilized significantly more verbal
behaviors classified as irdirect than d4id the custodial group of
teuchers. Xt is therefore concluded that the pupil control ideology
nf the teacher does 1ifferentially atffect selected verbal behavior in
the classroor. (Author/Js)
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TEACHER TRFLUENCE IN TRE CLASSROOM

Reseevch on the teaching act auring the last fif{:y years has been dom-
inated by studies of teacher personality characteristics aud their relation-
ship to teaching effectiveness (Donas ani Tiedman, 1950; Barr, 1952; Geizels
aré Jackson, 1963)., It appears that more and more attention is being given
to the study of the behavior of teachers as they teach and of pupils as they
learn,

Similarly, the behavior problems of elementary school age children are
a subject of increasiny interest and concern., Success and failure.of teach-
ers are frequently reported in terms of pupil control, The maintainiug of
order and discipline is rated at the top of problems teachers considered to
be thelr pajor difficulties (Nelson end Thompson, 1963), .

In any event, pupil coatrol, the perception of puﬁil misbehavior and
subsequent te;;her selected techniques for preventiuna or treatment appear.to
be en integral part of teashing behavior in the public school, Teacher-pu~
pil control éypology may vary from custodial to humanistic as discussed by
Willower, Eidell, and Hoy (1967, p. 4) who stated:

Teachers may emphasize punitive sanctious, coercion, and ridf-
cule as well as witholding rewsacds to gain compliance to arbitrary
standards set by the teacher or the organization, Or sensitive
taachers ray appeal to the individuals’ senses of right and wrong,

his self-discipiine in a non-punitive, understanding, and support-
iv: manner to achieve behavfor norms and role expec:ation.



Since appropriate pupil control is vitai to success in'teaching elemen-
tary school age children it seems appropriate to ask: do teachers differ in
their beliefs about what constitutes pupil control in the elementary school
and do these beliéfsvinfluence the type of instructional methodology used
in the classroom?
ghg_?roblem\

The central problem of this study was to analyze whether the pupil cou~
trol orientation of teachers differentially affected their operational be-
havior in the classroom setting.

Specifically, answers to the following questions were sought: 1) Is
there a difference between a teacher-pupil control ideclogy and the type of
teacher influence exerted over pupils in the ¢lassroom? 2) Is there a dif-
ference betveen ~eachers' pupil control ideology and the type of verbal be-
havior of their pupilé? The following null hypotheses were generated frem
the preczeding questionst:

1)‘ Humanistic and custodial teachers do not differ in the degree of
indirect verbal behavior exhibited in the classroom,

2) Hunaristic and custodial teachers do not diffef in the degree of
direct verbal behavior exhibited in t*re classroom.

3)  Pupil verbal .behavior iﬂ the classrcom does nét differ for those
pupils taught by humanistic teachers and thos. taught by custodial teachers.
Method.

During the first part of the spring semester 1970, 260 elementary school
tecachers employed by & suburban St. Louis schooi district were asked to re-

spond to the Pupil Control Ideolosy Form (Willower, Eidell and Hoy, 1967). .

This instrument contains twenty statcments to which the teacher circles his
response. The responses can vange from "strongly agree' to "strongly disa-

gree,"” The Likert-type scale ylelds a score which reflects the degrez of
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humanistic or custodial pupil cont;ol ideology a teacher pussesses, The
lower the score, the more humanistic the fdeology of the respondent.

Of the origihal 260 subjects to whom the PCI was admiristered, the ten
who scored the highest were selected to compris: the custodial group. The
ten teachers who scored the lowest on the PCI comprised the humanistic group.
The mean PCI scores for these two gréups were significantly different
(p .00L). (S=ze Table 1.)

Table 1,--A Comparison of Pupil Control Idedlogy Scores For The
Two Experimental Groups

Group A Group B

Custodial . Humanistic
ZA = 669 . B = 343
Hean (X) = 66,9 - Mean (B) = 34.3
N= 10 N= 10

t = 23,521 (two-tailed) df =18 p <.001
"These two gioups, widely divergént with regard to expressed pupil cons
trol i1deology, were the subjects for this study, Although the groups were
significantly different with regard to pupil control idéology ther were

similar with respect to selected demographic factors, (See Table 2)

The Flanders Interaction Analysis Scale was utilized to classify the

classroom verbal interaction of each teacher in the two experimental groups,
Each teacher was observed three times, The duration of each observation
was twenty minutes., Flanders (1968) stat»s "Twenty minutes, or about 400
taliicd, provide a matrix with sufficient data for a number of inferences
about verbal communication,” _

The Flanders Scale consists of ten categories, Each three seconls, the
verbal iInteraction in the clas;ropm is recorded {n one of the ten categories,

Categories 1-4 rapresent the indirect verbal statements o€ the teacher.
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. Categories 5-7 indicate the direct verbal statements of the teachef. Pupil
verbal behavior is categorized as either éight or nine, Category 8 repre-
sents pupil response to teacher statements, Pupil inftiated verbal behavior
is classified in category nine. Silence or ccnfusioﬁ is classified in cate-
gory ten,

Three independent observers (college graduates) were employed to observe
the pupil teacher verbal interaction in each Ss classroom, A biind technique
was utilized to insure that the opservers did not know why the teachers were
being observed nor the experimental identity of the teachers, The observers
were trained in the Flanders technique by the investigator., Table 3 reports
the data for observer reliability.

Tahle 3.--Flanders Interaction Analysis
Observer Reltability*

Observers Prior During After
AxB .887 +846 ., «869
AxC +885 .833 .830
BxC 879 2796 «799

Only lang;;ge arts classes were observed since this was a subject com-
monly taught by all the teachers in the study,

Tha Flanders interaction analysis data for this study was ahalyzed by
utilizing.the test of significance of a difference between proportions, £
(Guilford, 1965, pp. 185-187), To test the null hypothesis concerning dit-

furenc 's between the experimental groups on indirect verbal behavior in the

*0Observer reliability during the course of the investigation was com-
puted by Scott's Coefficient:
= Po-Pe
U 100-Pe
(Flanders, p. 13)
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classronm, the total tallies for categories one through four were divided

by the total tallies for categories one through seven (I/D Ratio =1 -4 41

~4+5-17). Thé resultant quotients ;epresented the proportion of indirect
teacher statements for each experimental group (I/D Ratio). Table & reporgs

the results of this analysis,

" Table 4.--Test of Significant of A Difference Between Proportions
For Indirect Teacher Influence In The Classroom

Group A Group B
Custodlal . Humanistic

Total Tallies Categories 1-4 = 2300 - Total Tallies Categories 1-4 = 3342
Total Tallies Categories 1-7 = 8400 Total Tallies Categories 1~7 = 6063
Indirect Ratio = 2300 4 8400 = ,27 Indirect Ratio = 3342 £ 6063 = .,55

z = 1,55 (not significant)

The computed z for the comparison of indfirect verbal behavior of the
two éxperimental‘grqups was not significant (z = 1,55), theFefore, the first -
null hypothesis could not be rejected.

Flanders (}966, p. 26) states that the 3-3 cell (teacher accepts and'
develops student ideas) is by far the most important in estimating the
teacher's support of student participation. According to Flanders this
", .. means that the teacher develo s the idcas of students wiﬁh considerable
care ---~ a merk of a truly indirect pattern of influence." If this £§ true,
perhaps the most meaningful indication of the teacter's indirectness in the
classroom {s the number of frequencies of the 3-3 cell tallies on the
Flanders Scale, An analysis of the 3-3 cells for the iwo groups in the study

is reported in Table 5.



Table 5,-~A Comparison of s-3 Cell Tallies

e

Group A Group B
Custodial o Humanistic
§A=96 €B = 333
Mean (A) = 4,6 Mean (B) = 33.3
N =10 N= 10

t = 5,3127 (two-tailed) df =18 p <:.001

When the 3-3 cell tallies for the two experimentél groups were compared,
a t value of 5.3127 was obtained (p < .001, df = 18), The humanistic group
of teazhers evidenced significently gr-ater acceptance and development of
the students' ideas,

Although there was no difference in the proportion of indirect verbal
behavior of the bumanistic and cust»dial teachews there was a significant
difference in th2 number of times the two groups accept and develop student
ideas, Flanders indicates that the acceptance and development of student
ideas (3-3 cell) is the best indication of the indirectness‘of a teacher,
Accepting Flanders' definit{on of irdirectness, the humaaistic teachers in
this inveétigat;on were more indirect in their .(assroom verbal behavior -
than the custodial teacher group.

To test the null hypothesis ccncerﬁing differences between the experi-
mental groups for direct teacher influence in the classroom, the total fal-
lies for categovlies one through seven (Direct verbal behavicr proportion:
5743 1-7). Direct teachex verbal statements are contained in categories
five through seven. The data for the propertion of direct verbal behavior

is reported {n Table 6.




Table 6.--Test Of Significance Of A Difference Between Proportions
For Direct Teacher Influcnce In The Classroom

Group A . Group B
Custodial Humanistic

Total Tallies Categories 5-7 = 6140 Total Tallies Categories 5-7 = 2621
Total Tallies Categories 1-7 = 8440 Total Tallies Categories 1-7 = 6063
Proportion Direct = 6140 § 8440 = ,727 Proportion Direct = 262146063=,432

non

~—

z = 1,207 (not significant)

The computed z for the comparison of direct verbal behavior for the two
experimental groups was not significant., Therefore, the second null hypo-
thesis could not be rejected. Flanders (1966, p. 4) states that direct in-
fluence (catcgories 5, 6, and 7) increases the actual control of the teacher
and often stimulates conformity and compliance, vThis is the characteristic
of a custodial pupil control ideology. To lecture (5-5 cetl) he continues,
focuses the attention of the student's own ideas on the teachér. When the
5-5 cell tallies for the two experimental groups was compared, a t value of
2,969 was obtatned (p £.01, D = 18), A summary of the data for the 5-5 cell

for the two groups is reported in Table 7.

Table 7.--A Comparison Of 5-5 Cell Tallies

-

Group A Group B
Custodial Humanistic
A = 2571 %8B = 1269
Mean (E) = . 267.] Mean (F) = 126.9
N= 10 : N= 10

t = 2,969 (two-tailed) df =18 p .01
The pupil verdal {ntevaction hypsthesis (3) was tested using categories

8-9 which represent the total pupil talk dimension of classroom verbal behav-

8
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ior, The total tallies for categories 8 and 9 were divided by the total tal-
lies for categories one through nine (8-%2 3 1-9). ’Category eight represents

teacher 1nitiated.student talk, A summary of the data for these two catego-

ries is reported in Table 8.

Table 8,~-A Comparison Of The Two Experimental Groups For The Pupil
Behavior Dimension On The Flanders Interaction Analysis

Scale
Group A ' Group B
Custodial Humanistic

Total Tallies Categories 8-9 = 3113 Total Tallies Categories 8~9 = 6087
Total Tallies Categories 1-9 = 11,553 Total Tallies Categories 1-9 = 12140
Proportion Pupil Talk = 8-9:1-9=,269 ' Proportion Prpil Taulk = 8-941-9=.501

5 ey

z = 1,06 (not significant)

A computed z for the comparison of student verbal behavior for the two
experimental groups was not sigrificant, The third null hypothesis was not *
rejected, Fowever, a further analysis of the differences in verbal intex-
action beiween the two groups fn the invaestigation revealed that the experi-
mental groups §1ffered in the kinds of pupil verbal interaction in their i
classrooms, Category eight represents teacher initfated pupil talk, Wo
significant difference was found to exist bereeu the two groups for the
8-8 cell dimension of pupil verbal behavior.

Flenders points out that high loadings in the 9-9 cells frndicate greater
student self-direction., This celf-direction is-hypothesized to be t! result

of the teacher's fndirect influence. An analysis of the.9-9 cells for the

two groups in the -study is reported in Table 9.
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Table 9,~-Summary Of The Data For A Test of Significant Differences
Between The Two Experimental Groups For Pupil Initiated
Pupil Talk (9-9 Cell)

Group A Group B
_Custodial Humanistic
$A = 411 _EB = 1468
Mean () = 41,1 Mean (B) = 146.8
N= 10 N= 10

T = 3,482 (two-tailed) Df = 18 p <:;01

When the 9-9 cell tallies for the two experimental groups were compared,
& t value of 3.482 was obtained (p < .01, Df = 13),

The incidence of pupil initiated verbal interaction was significantly
greater in the classrooms of the humanistic teachers than in the classrooms
of the custodial teachers.

Although thére was wo difference in the proportion of student verbal be-
havior in the classrooms of the humenistic and custodial teachers, there
was a significant difference in’the incidence of student initiated verbal
fnteractions, Student initlated verbal behavior, accofding to Flanders, is
an indication Af student self-direction, In this study, the humanistic '
teacher encouraged significantly greater stydent self-directed verbal behav~
16: than did the custodial teachers,

Summary

This investigation was undertaken to determine {f the pupil control ide-
ology of teachers differentially affected thefr operational behavior in the
classroom setting.

There was no significant difference between the proportion of indirect
Qerbal behavior for the humanistic and custodial tecachers. However, human-

{stic teachers utilized a significantly greater number of verbal behaviors

categorized as accepting and developing student ideas (3-3 cell),




1

There was no significant difference between the proportion of direct
verbel behavior for humanistic and custodial teacﬁérs, however, custodial
teachers utilized a significantly greater number of verbal behaviors cate- -
gorized as Iectufe and giving facts or opinions about contert or procedure,

The proportion of stud:nt talk was not significantly different for the
humanistic and custodial teachers, The incidence of pupil fuitiated talk
(9-9 cell) was significantly greater for the humanistic teacher group.

When the broad categories of the Flanders Interaction Aualysis Scale

were analyzed, there appeared to be no differences between the two experi-
mental groups. However, the general nature of the responses in the broad
categories may have masked actual diffe;ences between the two groups, When
an analysis of single cell categories was computed the two experimental groups
were significantly dif€erent with regard to selected key cells which Flanders
coﬁsidered to be indicative of the direct—-indirect dimension of verbal be-
havior,

Specifically, the humanistic and custodial Ss in this study differed '
in verbal behaviors categorized as 1) accepting and developing student ideas
(3-3 cell); 2) lacturing gliving facts or opinions (5-5 cell); 3) student- .
inftiated verbal participation (9-9 cell).

In each case, the humanf.stic teachgrs uti}ized eignificantly more ver-
bal behaviors classified as indirect than did the custodial teachers,

It 1e therefore concluded that the pupil control ideology of the teacher‘ﬁ

does differentially affect selected verbal behavior in the classroom,
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